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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1. The Applicant's amendment, filed 9 February 2005, has been received, entered into the 
record, and considered. 

2. As a result of the amendment, claims 1, 8, 9 and 15 have been amended. Claims 1-22 remain 
pending in the application. 

Priority 

3. The Applicant's claim to domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(e) to U.S. Provisional 
Application 60/440,750, filed 17 January 2003, is acknowledged. 

4. Since the subject matter and disclosure of the priority document substantially encompasses 
that of the instant application, a priority date of 17 January 2003 is established. 

The Invention 

5. The claimed invention is for a distributed caching method wherein data file coherency and 
consistency are maintained through the use of storage caches associated with a plurality of 
client/ remote workstations, and a cache server associated with a file server. 



Application/ Control Number 10/756,986 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2167 

Specification 

6. In view of the amendment to the specification, the examiner withdraws the pending 
objection to the specification. 

Claim Objections 

7. In view of the amendment to claims 8 and 9, the examiner withdraws the pending objections 
to these claims. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 



9. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Ca , 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966), 
that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 U.S.C 103(a) 
are summarized as follows: 

1. Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 
nonobviousness. 
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10. Claims 11-14 axe rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barbara et al. 
(US. Patent 5,706,435) in view of McClain et al (U.S. Patent 6,049,874) in view of Draper et al. 
(US. Patent 5,924,096) in view of Battersby et al. (U.S. Patent 5,740,370). 

11. Regarding claim 11, Barbara et al. teaches a method for managing shared access to data 
files stored in a file server by a plurality of authorized workstations substantially as claimed, the 
method comprising: 

a) automatically transmitting file update data from a cache server to a first storage cache (see 

disclosure of the transmission of invalidity reports from a server cache to a client 
cache, and the subsequent transfer of the current value of any datum that is needed 
and not resident in the client cache, col. 4, lines 7-37; see also col. 6, lines 46-56); and 

b) incorporating the file update data into the cached data file at the first storage cache such 

that the cached data file is updated to be the same as the data file cumendy stored at 
the file server or the cache server (see disclosure of the transmission of invalidity 
reports from a server cache to a client cache, and the subsequent transfer of the 
current value of any datum that is needed and not resident in the client cache, col. 4, 
lines 7-37; see also col. 6, lines 46-56). 

Barbara et al. does not explicidy teach a method wherein the file update data is a function 
of differences between the data file as cumendy stored at the file server or the cache server and a 
cached data file stored at the first storage cache and corresponding to the data file. 
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McClain et al., however, teaches a method wherein the file update data is a function of 
differences between the data file as currendy stored at the file server or the cache server and a 
cached data file stored at the first storage cache and corresponding to the data file (see disclosure of 
a system that backs up files as changes occur, by transmitting only the changed portions of the files, 
Abstract; see also col. 2, lines 61-64; see also col 4, lines 44-45). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
transmit only those portions of files that have changed, since it is advantageous to transfer as little 
data as possible while supporting the goal of transferring changes to the files, because this would 
preserve bandwidth on the network. 

Neither Barbara et al. nor McQain et al. explicitly teaches a method wherein said 
automatic transmitting is performed in response to a workstation request for access to a file. 

Diaper et al., however, teaches a method wherein a cache us updated in response to a 
request to access the cache (see col. 7, lines 60-61). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
incorporate a cache updating policy as disclosed, since this would ensure that the user always 
accessed the latest version of a requested file, while at the same time not requiring the added 
processing and bandwidth burden of updating all files in all caches immediately upon updating the 
file on the server. 
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None of Barbara et al., McQain et al. nor Draper et al. explicitly teaches a method 
wherein the server cache is separate from the file server. 

Batters by et al., however, teaches a method wherein the server cache resides on a shared 
cache server, separate from the file server (see Abstract; see also file server 22 and cache server 20 in 
Figure 1; see also col. 2, lines 56-65). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
include a cache server separate from the file server, since this would reduce the burden on the 
network and network servers, and provide the connected client computers with faster access to 
frequendy used data (see col. 2, lines 48-51). 

12. Regarding claim 12, McQain et al. additionally teaches a method wherein the file update 
data is transmitted as streaming data to the first storage cache (see disclosure of the analogous 
teaching that changes are transmitted as the user makes them, col. 4, line 60 through col. 5, line 5; 
see also disclosure that the backing up can be performed continuously, col. 2, lines 55-58). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
transmit the file update data as streaming data, since this would ensure timely update of the file on 
the server cache and the file server. 
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13. Regarding claim 13, McQain et al. additionally teaches a method further comprising 
compressing the file update data prior to transmission to the first storage cache (see col. 9, lines 31- 
36). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
employ compression when transferring file changes between the file server, server cache and storage 
caches, since compression minimizes the amount of data that needs to be transmitted, thus 
preserving bandwidth on the networks. 

14. Regarding claim 14, Barbara et al. additionally teaches a method wherein the automatically 
transmitting and the incorporating steps are performed at predetermined intervals (see disclosure 
that invalidity reports are transmitted periodically, col. 4, lines 7-24; see also col. 5, lines 37-40). 



15. Claims 1-7 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stiles (U.S. 
Patent 5,594,863) in view of McQain et al. (U.S. Patent 6,049,874) in view of Battersby et al. (U.S. 
Patent 5,740,370). 

16. Regarding claim 1, Stiles teaches a method for managing shared access to data files stored in 
a file server by a plurality of authorized computer workstations as claimed, the method comprising: 

a) supplying to a first storage cache a copy of a data file retrieved from the file server by a 
cache server for reading or updating, wherein the first storage cache is associated with 
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at least a first authorized computer workstation and stores the copy of the data file as 
a cached data file (see disclosure of server cache and client cache, col. 2, lines 18-38); 

b) at the first storage cache, incorporating data file modifications entered by the first 

workstation into the cached data file as the modifications are being entered, such that 
the cached data file is a current version (see col. 2, lines 18-38; see also col. 2, line 66 
through col 3, line 8; see also col. 3, lines 30-39); 

c) automatically transmitting file update data from the first storage cache to the cache server 

(see col. 2, line 66 through coL 3, line 8; see also col 3, lines 30-39); and 

d) at the cache server, generating a replacement version of the data file stored at the file 

server based on the file update data (see col. 2, line 66 through col. 3, line 8; see also 
col. 3, lines 30-39). 

Stiles does not explicidy teach a method wherein the file update data is a function of the 
modifications incorporated into the cached data file. 

McQairi et aL, however, teaches a method wherein the file update data is a function of the 
modifications incorporated into the cached data file (see disclosure of a system that backs up files as 
changes occur, by transmitting only the changed portions of the files, Abstract; see also col. 2, lines 
61-64; see also col. 4, lines 44-45). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
transmit only those portions of files that have changed, since it is advantageous to transfer as little 
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data as possible while supporting the goal of transferring changes to the files, because this would 
preserve bandwidth on the network 

Neither Stiles nor McClain et al. explicidy teaches a method wherein the server cache is 
separate from the file server. 

Battersby et al., however, teaches a method wherein the server cache resides on a shared 
cache server, separate from the file server (see Abstract; see also file server 22 and cache server 20 in 
Figure 1; see also col 2, lines 56-65). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
include a cache server separate from the file server, since this would reduce the burden on the 
network and network servers, and provide the connected client computers with faster access to 
frequently used data (see col. 2, lines 48-51). 

17. Regarding claim 15, Stiles teaches a system for managing shared access to data files stored in 
a file server by a plurality of authorized computer workstations substantially as claimed, the system 
comprising: 

a) a cache server for retrieving a copy of a data file stored at the file server (see discussion of 

server cache at col. 2, lines 18-30); 

b) at least a first storage cache associated with at least a first authorized computer 

workstation, wherein the first storage cache stores in a local memory the retrieved data 
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file copy as a cached data file and incorporates data file modifications entered by the 
first workstation into the cached data file as the modifications are being entered, such 
that the cached data file is a current version (see discussion of the client cache, col. 2, 
lines 18-38; see also col. 2, line 66 through col. 3, line 8; see also col. 3, lines 30-39); 

c) wherein the first storage cache automatically generates and transmits file update data to 

the cache server (see col. 2, line 66 through col. 3, line 8; see also col. 3, lines 30-39); 
and 

d) wherein the cache seiver generates a replacement version of the data file based on the file 

update data and responds to a request for access to the data file subsequendy 
transmitted to the cache seiver from at least one of a second storage cache and an 
authorized computer workstation using the replacement version of the data file (see 
disclosure that the server cache provides clients with the most up to date version of 
the data file, col. 2, lines 18-30). 

Stiles does not explicidy teach a system wherein the file update data is a function of the 
modifications incorporated into the cached data file, nor wherein file update data is transmitted to 
the cache seiver as streaming data. 

McClain et aL, however, teaches a system wherein the file update data is a function of the 
modifications incorporated into the cached data file (see disclosure of a system that backs up files as 
changes occur, by transmitting only the changed portions of the files, Abstract; see also col. 2, lines 
61-64; see also col. 4, lines 44-45). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
transmit only those portions of files that have changed, since it is advantageous to transfer as little 
data as possible while supporting the goal of transferring changes to the files, because this would 
preserve bandwidth on the network 

McQain et al. additionally teaches a method wherein the file update data is transmitted as 
streaming data to the first storage cache (see disclosure of the analogous teaching that changes are 
transmitted as the user makes them, col. 4, line 60 through col. 5, line 5; see also disclosure that the 
backing up can be performed continuously, col. 2, lines 55-58). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
transmit the file update data as streaming data, since this would ensure timely update of the file on 
the server cache and the file server. 

Neither Stiles nor McQain et al. explicitly teaches a method wherein the server cache is 
separate from the file server. 

Battersby et al., however, teaches a method wherein the server cache resides on a shared 
cache server, separate from the file server (see Abstract; see also file server 22 and cache server 20 in 
Figure 1; see also col. 2, lines 56-65). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
include a cache server separate from the file server, since this would reduce the burden on the 
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network and network servers, and provide the connected client computers with faster access to 
frequendy used data (see col. 2, lines 48-51). 



18. Regarding claim 2, Stiles additionally teaches a method for managing shared access to data 
files further comprising at the cache server, if the file is accessed for updating by the first storage 
cache, protecting the data file stored at the file server from updates from other storage caches until 
all file update data from the first storage cache has been incorporated into the replacement version 
of the data file and the replacement version has replaced the data file stored at the file server (see 
disclosure of the use of file locks to ensure consistency of file versions across the distributed system, 
col. 2, lines 50-65). 

19. Regarding claim 3, Stiles additionally teaches a method for managing shared access to data 
files wherein the protecting comprises protecting the data file stored at the file server from updates 
from other storage caches while the file update data from the first storage cache is transmitted to the 
cache server (see disclosure of the use of file locks or a "write-through" technique to ensure 
consistency of file versions across the distributed system, col. 2, line 50 through col. 3, line 8). 

20. Regarding claim 4, Stiles additionally teaches a method for managing shared access to data 
files further comprising: 

a) replacing the data file stored at the file server with the replacement version of the data file 
(see col. 2, lines 18-30; see also col. 2, line 50 through col. 3, line 8); and 
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b) responding to a request for access to the data file subsequently transmitted to the cache 
server from at least one of a second storage cache and an authorized computer 
workstation using the replacement version of the data file (see col 2, lines 18-30). 

21. Regarding claim 5, McClain et al. additionally teaches a method wherein the file update data 
is transmitted as streaming data to the first storage cache (see disclosure of the analogous teaching 
that changes are transmitted as the user makes them, col. 4, line 60 through col. 5, line 5; see also 
disclosure that the backing up can be performed continuously, col. 2, lines 55-58). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
transmit the file update data as streaming data, since this would ensure timely update of the file on 
the server cache and the file server. 



22. Regarding claim 6, McClain et al. additionally teaches a method further comprising 
compressing the file update data prior to transmission to the first storage cache (see col. 9, lines 31- 
36). 



It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
employ compression when transferring file changes between the file server, server cache and storage 
caches, since compression minimizes the amount of data that needs to be transmitted, thus 
preserving bandwidth on the networks. 
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Regarding claim 7, McQain et al. additionally teaches a method wherein the file update data 
includes difference data, wherein the difference data represents the difference between the cache 
data file at the first storage cache and the version of the data file currently stored at the file server or 
the cache server (see disclosure of a system that backs up files as changes occur, by transmitting only 
the changed portions of the files, Abstract; see also col. 2, lines 61-64; see also col. 4, lines 44-45). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
transmit only those portions of files that have changed, since it is advantageous to transfer as little 
data as possible while supporting the goal of transferring changes to the files, because this would 
preserve bandwidth on the network. 

23. Claims 10 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stiles (U.S. 
Patent 5,594,863) in view of McQain et al. (U.S. Patent 6,049,874) in view of Battersby et al. (U.S. 
Patent 5,740,370) as applied to claims 1-7 and 15 above, and further in view of Barbara et al. (U.S. 
Patent 5,706,435). 

24. Regarding claim 10, Stiles, McQain et al. and Battersby et al. teach a method for 
managing shared access to data files substantially as claimed. 

None of Stiles, McQain et aL nor Battersby et al. explicitly teaches a method wherein the 
file update data is automatically transmitted to the cache server at predetermined intervals. 
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Barbara et aL, however, teaches a method wherein the automatically transmitting step is 
performed at predetermined intervals (see analogous disclosure that invalidity reports are 
transmitted periodically, col. 4, lines 7-24; see also col. 5, lines 37-40). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
transmit file update data on a periodic basis, since this would server to transfer multiple distinct file 
changes to the cache server in a single transmission (as opposed to transmitting each distinct file 
change in a separate transmission), thus preserving bandwidth on the network 

25. Regarding claim 16, Stiles, McClain et aL and Battersby et al. teach a system for managing 
shared access to data files substantially as claimed. 

None of Stiles, McGain et aL nor Battersby et aL explicidy teaches a system wherein the 
cache server generates server update file data and automatically transmits the server update file data 
to the first storage cache. 

Barbara et aL, however, teaches a system including automatically transmitting file update 
data from a cache server to a first storage cache in response to a workstation request for access to a 
data file which is stored at a file server associated with the cache server (see disclosure of the 
transmission of invalidity reports from a server cache to a client cache, and the subsequent transfer 
of the current value of any datum that is needed and not resident in the client cache, col. 4, lines 7- 
37; see also col. 6, lines 46-56). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
incorporate the claimed features, since this is an efficient mechanism for ensuring that data stored in 
the first storage cache is not stale, thus maintaining a coherent view of the data across the storage 
caches. 

26. Claims 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stiles (U.S. 
Patent 5,594,863) in view of Rao et al. (U.S. Patent 5,689,706) in view of Battersby et aL (U.S. 
Patent 5,740,370). 

27. Regarding claim 17, Stiles teaches a system for managing shared access to data files stored in 
a file server by a plurality of authorized computer workstations substantially as claimed, the system 
comprising: 

a) a cache server for coupling to the file server (see discussion of server cache at col. 2, lines 

18-30); 

b) a plurality of storage caches for accessing data files stored in the file server by establishing 

a communications connection with the cache server (see discussion of the client 
cache, col. 2, lines 32-38; see also col. 2, line 66 through col. 3, line 8; see also col. 3, 
lines 30-39); and 

c) wherein the cache server automatically performs steps to update the cached data file at the 

first storage cache (see disclosure that the server cache provides clients with the most 
up to date version of the data file, col. 2, lines 18-30). 
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Stiles does not explicitly teach a system including a leasing module implementing rules for 
deciding whether to grant or deny a request for a lease for a data file based on the presence and/ or 
type of existing lease for the data file, wherein the decision is made in accordance with the criteria 
that a write lease cannot be granted if a read lease already exists, only a reader right can be granted if 
a write lease already exists and an additional read lease can be granted if a read lease already exists. 

Rao et al., however, teaches a system including an analogous token server which regulates 
the reading and writing of files based on read and write tokens (analogous to the claimed leases), 
including conventional rules governing the granting and denying of read and write tokens to ensure 
the integrity of each version of each data file (see extensive discussion at col. 15, line 62 through col. 
19, line 12, and particularly col. 15, lien 62 through col. 16, line 53). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
incorporate a mechanism to govern the reading and writing of data files amongst the server and 
various workstations, since without such a mechanism there would be no way to guarantee that 
multiple workstations did not attempt to update a particular data file at the same time, resulting in 
the loss of some file update data. 

Neither Stiles nor Rao et al. explicitly teaches a system wherein the server cache is separate 
from the file server. 
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Battersby et al., however, teaches a system wherein the server cache resides on a shared 
cache server, separate from the file server (see Abstract; see also file server 22 and cache server 20 in 
Figure 1; see also col. 2, lines 56-65). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
include a cache server separate from the file server, since this would reduce the burden on the 
network and network servers, and provide the connected client computers with faster access to 
frequently used data (see col. 2, lines 48-51). 



28. Regarding claim 18, Stiles teaches a system for managing shared access to data files stored in 
a file server by a plurality of authorized computer workstations substantially as claimed, the system 
comprising: 

a) a cache server for coupling to the file server (see discussion of server cache at col. 2, lines 

18-30); 

b) a plurality of storage caches for accessing data files stored in the file server by establishing 

a communications connection with the cache server (see discussion of the client 
cache, col. 2, lines 32-38; see also col. 2, line 66 through col. 3, line 8; see also col. 3, 
lines 30-39); and 

c) wherein the cache server automatically performs steps to update the cached data file at the 

first storage cache (see disclosure that the server cache provides clients with the most 
up to date version of the data file, col. 2, lines 18-30). 
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Stiles does not explicitly teach a system wherein each storage cache includes a leasing 
module implementing rules for deciding whether to grant or deny a request for a lease for a data file 
based on the presence and/ or type of existing lease for the data file, wherein the decision is made in 
accordance with the criteria that a write lease cannot be granted if a read lease already exists, only a 
reader right can be granted if a write lease already exists and an additional read lease can be granted 
if a read lease already exists. 

Rao et al., however, teaches a system wherein each storage cache includes an analogous 
token server which regulates the reading and writing of files based on read and write tokens 
(analogous to the claimed leases), including conventional rules governing the granting and denying 
of read and write tokens to ensure the integrity of each version of each data file, including the steps 
of determining the lease condition for the data file at the storage cache, granting the request under 
certain conditions, requesting a new lease under certain conditions, and denying the request under 
certain conditions (see disclosure that there is a token server on each component of the system, col. 
3, lines 1-17; see also extensive discussion at col. 15, line 62 through col. 19, line 12, and particularly 
col. 15, Ken 62 through col. 16, line 53; see also Figure 14). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
incorporate a mechanism to govern the reading and writing of data files amongst the server and 
various workstations, since without such a mechanism there would be no way to guarantee that 
multiple workstations did not attempt to update a particular data file at the same time, resulting in 
the loss of some file update data. 
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Neither Stiles nor Rao et al. explicitly teaches a system wherein the server cache is separate 
from the file server. 

Battersby et al., however, teaches a system wherein the server cache resides on a shared 
cache server, separate from the file server (see Abstract; see also file server 22 and cache server 20 in 
Figure 1; see also col. 2, lines 56-65). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
include a cache server separate from the file server, since this would reduce the burden on the 
network and network servers, and provide the connected client computers with faster access to 
frequendyused data (see col. 2, lines 48-51). 

29. Regarding claim 19, Stiles additionally teaches a system for managing shared access to data 
files wherein the automatic updating steps include updating the data file stored at the file server 
based on a cached data file stored at one of the storage caches (see col. 2, lines 18-37). 

30. Regarding claim 20, Rao et al. additionally teaches a system wherein the leasing module at a 
first storage cache performs the following steps when the leasing module determines that a cached 
data file corresponding to a data file stored at the file server is no longer opened at a workstation 
associated with the first at storage caches: 
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a) determining whether the cached data file copy was modified based on entries made by the 

workstation while the cached data file was open (see col. 17, line 49 through col. 19, 
line 12, particularly col. 18, lines 15-26); 

b) if the data file copy was modified, automatically transmitting file update data to the cache 

server (see col 17, line 49 through col. 19, line 12, particularly col. 18, lines 15-26); 
and 

c) releasing any lease for the data file (see col. 17, line 49 through col. 19, line 12, particularly 

col. 18, lines 15-26); 

wherein the cache server uses the file update data to update the version of the data file 
stored on the file server. 

31. Claims 21 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.G 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stiles (U.S. 
Patent 5,594,863) in view of Rao et al. (U.S. Patent 5,689,706) in view of Battersby et al. (U.S. 
Patent 5,740,370) as applied to claims 17-20 above, and further in view of McQain et al. (U.S. 
Patent 6,049,874). 

32. Regarding claims 21 and 22, Stiles, Rao et al. and Battersby et al. teach a system for 
managing shared access to data files substantially as claimed, but fail to explicidy teach a system 
including file update data that is transmitted as compressed or streaming data. 

33. Regarding claim 21, McQain et al. additionally teaches a system wherein the file update 
data is transmitted as streaming data to the first storage cache (see disclosure of the analogous 
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teaching that changes are transmitted as the user makes them, col. 4, line 60 through col. 5, line 5; 
see also disclosure that the backing up can be performed continuously, col. 2, lines 55-58). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the ait at the time of the invention to 
transmit the file update data as streaming data, since this would ensure timely update of the file on 
the server cache and the file server. 

34. Regarding claims 21 and 22, McQain et al. additionally teaches a system further comprising 
compressing the file update data prior to transmission to the first storage cache (see col. 9, lines 31- 
36). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
employ compression when transferring file changes between the file server, server cache and storage 
caches, since compression minimizes the amount of data that needs to be transmitted, thus 
preserving bandwidth on the networks. 



35. Claims 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stiles (U.S. 
Patent 5,594,863) in view of McQain et al (U.S. Patent 6,049,874) in view of Battersby et al. (U.S. 
Patent 5,740,370) as applied to claims 1-7 and 15 above, and further in view of Bereznyi et al. (U.S. 
Patent 6,453,404). 



Application/ Control Number 10/756,986 Page 23 

Ait Unit: 2167 

36. Regarding claims 8 and 9, Stiles, McClain et al. and Batters by et al. teach a method for 
managing shared access to data files substantially as claimed, but fail to explicitly teach a method 
including a plurality of cache servers. 

Bercznyi et al, however, teaches a method including distributed cache providing fault- 
tolerant operation through the use of redundant cache servers (see disclosure of the primary cache 
and the failback cache, Figure 15; see also col. 38, line 36 through col. 39, line 42). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
include redundant caching, since this would provide more fault-tolerant operation of the system. 

Response to Arguments 

37. Applicant's arguments filed 9 February have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

38. Regarding the Applicant's argument that the Stiles reference fails to teach the newly added 
limitation (incorporation of data file modifications entered by the first workstation into the cached 
data file as the modifications are entered, such that the cached data file is a current version), the 
examiner respectfully disagrees. 

The examiner interprets the new claim limitation as meaning that updates made by the user 
to the data file are incorporated into the cached data file, since there is no support in the 
specification for a limitation whereby changes to the file are incorporated keystroke- by- keystroke 



Application/Control Number 10/756,986 Page 24 

Art Unit: 2167 

into the cached data file. Such an interpretation of the limitation would require a new matter 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph. 

Stiles teaches that the client system can write file updates to the client cache (analogous to 
the claimed cached data file), and furthermore that said updates are propagated to the file server (see 
col. 2, lines 18-38), thus anticipating the new limitation. 

39. Regarding the Applicant's argument that neither the Barbara et al. nor the McQain et al. 
references teach the automatic transmission of update data from a cache server to a storage cache in 
response to a workstation request for access to the data file received at the storage cache, the 
examiner finds this argument persuasive, and has accordingly presented new grounds of rejection in 
this Office action. 

40. Regarding the Applicant's argument that the cache server is not a part of the file server and 
that the storage caches are riot part of the client devices, the examiner respectfully responds that 
there is no explicit claim language supporting such an interpretation of the claims. In the absence of 
explicit claim language, the examiner is free to interpret the claim language as broadly as is 
reasonable. 

Nonetheless, the examiner has introduced a new reference which explicidy anticipates the 
cache server that is separate from its associated file server. 

41. Regarding the Applicant's argument that the regulation of read and write rights as taught by 
the Rao et al. reference is not analogous to the leasing module as claimed, the examiner respectfully 
disagrees. 
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The Applicant's argument on this point comprises only a mere allegation that the prior art 
"is not analogous, and does not constitute a teaching or suggestion. . It is not enough for the 
Applicant to merely allege that the prior art is not analogous, but they must point out with specificity 
the claim limitations are not met by the prior art. 

Conclusion 

42. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Ohian (U.S. Patent 6,397,307) teaches a method and system for mirroring and archiving 
mass storage. 

Ohian (U.S. Patent 6,609,183) teaches a method and system for mirroring and archiving 
mass storage. 

Ohian (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2001/0052058) teaches a method and system 
for mirroring and archiving mass storage. 

Ohian (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/ 0144068) teaches a method and system 
for mirroring and archiving mass storage. 

Mizuno (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2004/0260768) teaches a cache storage device 
provided between a client and a storage device so that an area to be accessed by a client can be 
locked or excluded in advance. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 



should be directed to Luke S. Wassum whose telephone number is 571-272-4119. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday- Friday 8:30-5:30, alternate Fridays off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
John E. Breene can be reached on 571-272-4107. The fax phone number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

In addition, INFORMAL or DRAFT communications may be faxed direcdy to the examiner 
at 571-273-4119. 

Customer Service for Tech Center 2100 can be reached during regular business hours at 
(571) 272-2100, or fax (703) 872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
maybe obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIK Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http:/ / pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, 
contact the Electronic Business Center (EBQ at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Primary Examiner 
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